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WHEN  A MARRIAGE  IS  LAID  DOWN 


There  is  a new  openness  among  Friends  in  fac- 
ing the  marriage  that  is  spiritually  or  psychicly  dead 
and  dying.  Until  recently  the  dead  marriage  was 
embalmed,  cosmetically  beautified,  and  put  on  dis- 
play for  public  view.  Now  more  and  more  such 
“deaths”  are  acknowledged.  The  remains  are  given 
prompt  and  decent  disposal  in  the  form  of  a disso- 
lution of  marriage. 

Facing  the  fact  that  Friends  have  marriage  prob- 
lems has  been  an  exercise  in  humility  as  well  as 
honesty.  Friends  seldom  hesitate  to  stop  wars,  settle 
labor  disputes,  find  common  ground  between  differ- 
ing races  or  religions.  Yet  paradoxically,  Friends’ 
confidence  that  peace  is  possible,  that  one  can 
speak  to  that  of  God  in  another,  that  the  power  of 
Truth  is  invincible,  made  it  almost  unthinkable  that 
two  Friends  could  not  resolve  personal  differences. 

Peacemaker,  be  at  peace.  If  Friends  can  help 
others  love  their  enemies,  can  they  fail  to  love  each 
other? 

My  mind  once  moved  in  that  logical  strait -jacket. 
I felt  I couldn’t  join  a Meeting  if  I couldn’t  speak 
to  and  answer  the  divinity  in  my  own  spouse.  It  was 
a naive  and  exaggerated  concept  of  the  responsibil- 
ity of  taking  the  name  of  Friend,  but  perhaps  not 
uncommon.  Eventually  I realized  that  Friend  is  not 
a synonym  for  Saint,  that  personal  relationships  are 
not  the  same  as  social  or  ideological  relationships. 
My  logic  had  been  based  on  a false  analogy.  My 
idea  of  the  “right”  solution  was  limited  by  the 
preconception  that  divorce  is  bad,  a failure,  and 
that  failure  of  love  is  bad. 

I was  further  confused  by  my  assumption  that 
spiritual  aspects  of  life  are  more  important  or  better 
than  practical  affairs.  Friends  have  long  recognized 
the  spiritual  importance  of  earthly  realities  in  testi- 
monies of  simple  dress,  plain  speech,  right  liveli- 
hood. Similarly,  one’s  daily  companion  is  a force 
that  either  nurtures  or  shrivels  the  spiritual  life,  or 
the  whole  of  one’s  life  if  we  can  get  away  from  the 
philosophical  dichotomy  of  spirit  and  matter. 

Conflict  in  a marriage  or  other  relationship  does 
not  arise  on  the  level  of  the  “something  of  God 
within.”  In  spite  of  a common  philosophy,  in  spite 
of  a love  for  the  best  in  the  companion,  the  process 
of  co-habitation  may  yet  become  one  of  mutual 


torment.  The  couple’s  rhythms  of  action,  their  pri- 
orities of  time  and  energy,  their  commitments  to 
career  or  service,  their  responsiveness  to  children, 
their  needs  for  order  or  freedom,  their  ability  to 
handle  stress,  all  may  be  at  odds. 

The  threat  of  a separation  or  divorce  between 
Friends  (or  Gentiles)  is  not  a tragedy.  It  is  an 
opportunity  to  learn  how  people  hurt  each  other 
and  how  they  can  heal  each  other.  Each  stress,  each 
failure  is  an  opening  for  greater  self-knowledge,  an 
opportunity  to  leave  the  by-roads  and  get  on  with 
the  business  of  seeking  our  destinies. 

In  the  years  since  I groped  my  way  out  of  the 
dead  end  of  absolutist  and  dualistic  thinking,  there 
has  been  a tremendously  expanded  awareness  of  the 
emotional  realities  of  personal  relationships,  in  our 
society  as  well  as  among  Friends.  My  experience 
now  seems  obsolete.  Still,  my  experience  of  divorce 
leads  me  to  believe  there  are  several  ways  a Meeting 
can  use  the  negative  energies  of  stress  and  misery  to 
promote  growth,  insure  that  decisions  are  made  in 
clearness,  and  minimize  the  suffering  inherent  in 
family  problems. 

1.  Set  aside  preconceptions  about  the  value  of 
marriage  and  traditional  expressions  of  love.  De- 
spite traditional  theology,  it  is  human  beings  who 
marry,  grow  or  fail  to  grow  in  the  union,  and  end 
the  marriage  with  or  without  formal  observance  or 
physical  separation.  We  do  not  consider  it  a tragedy 
that  the  field  daisy  cannot  thrive  in  the  shade  of  a 
redwood.  We  acknowledge  readily  that  the  daisy 
must  be  moved.  If  two  people  are  hurting  each 
other  at  a deep  level,  the  Meeting  will  fulfill  its 
loving  concern  in  helping  them  to  separate  without 
anger  or  vindictiveness.  It  may,  indeed,  take  a 
stronger,  purer  love  to  leave  or  allow  a loved  one  to 
leave  than  to  hold  that  spouse  to  a strangling  com- 
mitment. Changes  in  individuals  are  hard  to  predict. 
The  daisy  may  have  bloomed  profusely  beside  the 
seedling  redwood. 

2.  Meetings  cannot  help  with  personal  problems 
if  members  do  not  know  each  other  intimately.  Be- 
yond the  formal  ties  of  Meeting,  small  support 
groups,  or  committees,  each  member  must  realize 
responsibility  for  creating  a spiritual  community.  If 

(continued  on  page  149) 
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To  all  Monthly  Meetings 
from  PYM  Peace  Com. 

An  interim  Peace  Committee  meeting  of  March, 
1975  refers  the  following  items  to  Meetings: 

1)  The  slide  show  “And  None  Shall  Make  Them 
Afraid”  is  recommended  as  a means  of  furthering 
understanding  of  Middle  East  issues.  Rental  cost  is 
$10,  plus  travel  expense  from  San  Francisco  for 
either  Howard  Frederick  or  Claire  Gorfinkel, 
resource  persons  who  prepared  the  show.  Address: 
The  Mobile  Middle  East  Education  Project,  2545 
Irving  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94122.  The  Project 
group  can  also  supply  information  on  timely  read- 
ing material.  When  Ben  Seaver  returns  from  his 
trip  to  the  Middle  East,  he  probably  also  will  be 
available  as  a speaker. 

2)  A Minute  on  Government  Secrecy,  brought  to 
the  Committee  from  College  Park  Quarter’s  Peace 
Committee  is  presented  herewith  for  action.  Meet- 
ings may  wish  also  to  use  it  for  discussion  of  the 
issue  and  as  a basis  for  letters  to  their  local  press  or 
to  legislators. 

3)  A third  issue,  cutting  off  military  funds  to 
Viet  Nam,  is  no  longer  critical.  Perhaps  the  letter 
Palo  Alto  Meeting  sent  to  Congressman  Leo  J.  Ryan 
had  its  desired  effect.  Copies  of  this  letter  are  avail- 
able from  the  Committee  on  request. 


SUBJECTS  AND  OBJECTS 

I am  becoming  more  conditioned  to  expect  good 
or  great  articles  from  you,  but  the  depth  and  under- 
standing exhibited  by  this  spectrum  on  divorce  still 
exceeded  my  expectations.  I was  also  surprised  by 
the  hatreds  and  hurts  I unearthed  in  writing  to 
people  who  had  been  divorced  many  years,  and  was 
more  than  a little  struck  by  the  tendency  of  those 
residues  to  rub  off  on  me.  I have  selected  rigorously 
and  have  had  to  return  several  good  manuscripts 
due  to  lack  of  space.  It  seems  to  me  that  all  of 
those  published  have  transcended  grief  and  hurt  to 
give  us  insights  most  valuable  to  Friends. 

Please  note  the  following  subject  areas  that  will 
concern  us  in  forthcoming  issues  and  write  me  if 
any  of  them  sparks  a flow  of  communication  in  you: 
September:  Friends  Committee  on  Legislation 
(Individual,  uncensored  articles  preferred) 
October:  Religious  Education 
November:  Creative  Aging 
December:  Property 
January:  Centering  Down 

Deadline,  again,  is  5th  of  the  month  preceding 
publication. 

RRS 


Minute  (abridged)  of  the  PYM  Peace  Committee: 

W’e  urge  a complete  review  of  the  U.S.  Govern- 
ment’s secrecy  policies.  Need  should  be  weighed 
against  cost  and  frequent  abuse  (witness  Watergate 
and  Chile).  We  suggest,  as  a start: 

1)  Limiting  the  C.I.A.  and  other  intelligence 
agencies  to  intelligence  gathering  only. 

2)  Requiring  full  disclosure  to  appropriate 
Congressional  committees. 

3)  Changing  the  basic  secrecy  concept  from  that 
of  requiring  reasons  for  declassifying  each  docu- 
ment to  requiring  reasons  for  making  any  document 
secret. 

4)  Requiring  declassification  of  all  documents 
after  reasonable  time-limits  unless  specific  action  is 
taken. 

The  strength  of  a democratic  government 
depends  on  an  informed  electorate;  any  degree  of 
secrecy  diminishes  that  strength. 

Elizabeth  Israel  Jones,  Clerk 
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PYM  MINISTRY  AND  OVERSIGHT, 

1974-5 

For  the  past  two  years  M & O has  had  two 
assignments  laid  upon  it  which  have  come  to  fruit- 
ion this  past  year.  We  were  asked  to  prepare  a 
resource  booklet  for  use  of  Monthly  Meetings  and 
individuals  at  the  time  of  death.  This  was  printed  in 
the  January  Bulletin  as  a pamphlet  that  could  be 
detached  and  used  separately.  Additional  forms  are 
available,  and  it  is  hoped  that  Friends  will  fill  these 
out  and  file  them  with  their  Meetings  so  that  their 
wishes  at  time  of  death  will  be  known. 

The  second  assignment  was  to  establish  a sub- 
committee on  homosexuality,  which  submitted  a 
report  to  M & O as  a working  paper.  It  was  read 
and  accepted  by  Ministry  and  is  now  published  and 
ready  for  distribution.  (See  review  in  this  issue.)  It 
is  hoped  that  Monthly  Meetings  will  use  the  report 
for  study  and  discussion  as  well  as  for  insight  and 
understanding.  The  sub-committee  asked  that  more 
work  be  done  on  the  wider  subject  of  human  sexu- 
ality, which  is  a question  for  further  exploration. 

The  sub-committee  on  Women’s  Sharing  has 
met  during  the  year  and  is  active  at  Y.M.  Women 
expressing  their  desires  and  needs  to  each  other  has 
opened  a new  dimension  to  their  lives  as  women 
and  as  Quakers. 

The  mechanics  of  the  Brinton  Visitor(s)  for  the 
winter  of  1976  are  being  developed  with  anticipa- 
tion for  the  enrichment  this  new  venture  may  bring. 

Ministry  and  Oversight  continues  to  discuss  two 
major  concerns: 

--Membership;  what  does  it  mean? 

--The  caring  process;  how  can  it  be  strength- 
ened among  Friends? 

Much  time  and  thought  has  gone  into  these  two 
vital  subjects  at  all  levels  of  Y.M.,  and  we  try  to  be 
aware  of  these  subjects  as  they  are  expressed  in  the 
State  of  Society  reports  and  other  communications. 

At  each  Yearly  Meeting  we  look  forward  to 
more  depth  in  our  meetings  for  worhip,  more  wor- 
shipful meetings  for  business,  closer  observance  of 
the  good  order  of  Friends,  and  renewed  and  mean- 
ingful fellowship.  We  look  forward  this  year  with 
hope  that  we  may  more  truly  exemplify  the  spirit  of 
our  Faith  and  Practice. 

Asenath  Young,  Clerk 


TO  PACIFIC  YEARLY  MEETING 
ANTICIPANTS 

As  a regular  subscriber  to  the  Bulletin  you  now 
have  in  your  May  issue  a registration  form  for  the 
1975  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting.  If  you’re  NOT  a regu- 
lar subscriber  (Aha!)  and  are  reading  this  at  your 
neighborhood  Friendly  library,  then  you’ll  be  want- 
ing your  own  registration  form.  Additional  forms 
may  be  obtained  from  the  clerk  of  your  Monthly 
Meeting.  Please  fill  in  the  pertinent  blanks,  trying 
to  refrain  from  impertinent  remarks  about  bureauc- 
racy, smiling  as  you  write  your  check  for  the  new 
fair-share  registration  fee  to 

PYM  Registration  Committee, 

Nancy  Burnett,  registrar 
Box  2525 

Stanford,  California  94305 

and  hand  all  (with  a stamped  envelope)  to  your 
clerk,  who  will  forward  your  registration  to  the  reg- 
istration committee  in  Palo  Alto. 

Taking  the  committee  approach  this  year,  we 
hope  registration  will  be  more  fun  on  both  sides  of 
the  carbon  paper.  We  look  forward  to  greeting  each 
other  and  to  your  involvement,  when  you  find  the 
time,  in  working  with  us  to  speed  up  the  machinery 
and  SLOW  down  the  PEOPLE.  Our  committee  has 
in  mind  refreshments  and  hugs  as  well  as  young 
people  who  will  act  as  runners  and  guides  — and 
EXPRESS  LINES  for  those  who  are  pre-registered, 
which  brings  up  the  point  that  registration  after 
July  1 will  include  a late  fee  of  10%  of  all  charges. 
So,  plan  now  to  save  that  10%  and  be  100%  ready 
for  your  loving  welcome. 

Nancy  Burnett,  Registrar 


WORSHIP  FELLOWSHIPiPYM  — 75 

This  summer’s  worship  fellowship  groups  will 
again  be  unstructured,  with  the  emphasis  on  listening 
both  to  the  Spirit  and  to  each  other. 

An  effort  is  being  made  to  draw  on  younger  people 
as  leaders.  Also,  late  registrants  to  PYM  may  form 
groups  among  themselves,  but  they  will  not  be  added 
to  worship  fellowship  groups  already  arranged. 

Susanna  and  Ben  Calderon 
Subcommittee  on  Worship  Fellowship 
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DIVORCE: 

WHAT  MIGHT  FRIENDS  DO? 

Divorce  didn’t  happen  to  me  all  at  once  — even 
though  it  felt  like  it  at  the  time.  It  had  incubated 
for  twenty  years  — perhaps  longer,  because,  as  I 
look  back,  I see  that  my  predominant  hopes  for  and 
expectations  of  marriage  were  unreal  and  destruc- 
tive. 

This,  of  course,  came  from  my  conditioning.  I 
lived  in  the  unreal  expectation  that  I would  meet 
the  ‘right’  person,  we  would  fall  in  love,  and  live 
happily  ever  after.  Of  course  there  were  other  mes- 
sages, but  my  listening  was  selective  — conditioned 
by  my  parents’  life  together,  and  the  poems,  fairy- 
tales, and  books  I had  read. 

To  these  must  be  added  that  I am  an  only  child. 
I had  no  experience  of  coping  with  multiple  rela- 
tionships, and  then  had  seven  children  in  the  span 
of  twelve  years. 

All  through  my  marriage,  I was  aware  I wasn’t 
meeting  my  childrens’  needs,  and  this  plunged  me 
into  agonies  of  guilt  and  self-hatred.  I looked  to  my 
husband  to  meet  all  my  basic  needs  for  companion- 
ship and  affirmation,  not  knowing  I was  asking  the 
impossible. 

What  I have  to  say  may  seem  like  a judgment  of 
Meeting.  It  is  not  meant  to  be.  Everyone  did  for  me 
whatever  he  or  she  could,  but  nobody  knew  what  to 
do,  and  neither  did  I.  So  I will  attempt  to  chronicle 
briefly  what  happened  and  suggest  some  ways 
Friends  might  help  others  who  are  experiencing 
such  deep  distress. 

The  gravest  difficulties  in  my  marriage  came  to 
a head  a month  after  we  moved  to  Santa  Barbara  in 
1959.  My  husband  thought  he  did  not  want  his 
family  and  children  and  I spiralled  into  what  might 
now  be  called  a ‘psychotic  break.’  With  the  help  of 
a dear  friend  and  psychiatrist,  I regained  enough 
hold  on  my  capacities  to  function,  and  I began 
seeking  to  make  a life  that  made  sense. 

I needed  Meeting  desperately  at  that  time,  but  I 
was  a stranger  here  — and  there  was  no  child-care 
in  Santa  Barbara  Meeting.  My  husband  was  not 
enthusiastic  about  going  to  Meeting  and  I did  not 
realize  I could  go  without  him  and  the  children. 
Meeting  had  always  been  a family  affair  for  us  and 
I did  not  gain  another  vision.  So  we  attended  less 
and  less  and  my  fond  hope  that  we  would  all  be 
reconciled  with  the  help  of  Meeting  had  to  be  elim- 
inated. I became  entrenched  in  our  home,  trying  to 
sew  together  the  torn  pieces  of  our  marriage. 


Once  or  twice,  in  moments  of  intolerable  dis- 
tress, I called  a member  of  Orange  Grove  (my 
parent  Meeting)  and  asked  him  to  come  to  Santa 
Barbara  to  help  me.  I also  asked  him  if  Ministry 
and  Oversight  would  help  us.  He  talked  with  me, 
said  he  could  do  nothing,  and  left.  And  no  one  else 
from  Orange  Grove  reached  out. 

I think  I now  understand  why.  My  husband  and 
1 had  had  the  ‘model’  marriage,  the  ‘model’  family. 
We  were  so  creative  and  moved  so  easily  in  so  many 
worlds,  could  speak  and  write  so  eloquently  of  the 
Spirit  and  our  Leadings,  that  it  was  probably  un- 
thinkable that  we  could  be  caught  in  such  distress. 
If  this  could  happen  to  us  — what  might  not  lie  in 
store  for  others,  seemingly  so  much  less  fortunate? 

No  one  from  Santa  Barbara  Meeting  called  on 
us  to  try  to  learn  what  was  happening  in  our  lives, 
nor  why  we  did  not  attend,  and  I was  too  frightened 
and  ashamed  to  call  on  anyone  there  for  help. 

So  I proceeded  as  best  I could,  doggedly  deter- 
mined to  have  the  marriage  endure,  to  bring  us  all 
into  the  sweet  harmony  I had  long  ago  envisioned. 

Then,  it  was  all  taken  out  of  my  hands.  On  an 
August  day  in  1971,  my  spouse  left,  saying  he  did 
not  want  to  be  married,  nor  have  the  responsibility 
of  a family  any  longer. 

So  there  I was,  a woman  in  mid-life,  with  seven 
distressed  children  — suddenly  flung  into  orbit  with 
what  felt  like  no  one  and  nothing  to  lean  upon. 

Of  course  this  was  not  true  — even  though  it 
felt  that  way.  I now  know  there  is  a Spirit  under- 
girding me  through  even  the  bleakest  of  times.  Two 
friends  emerged  who  stayed  near  me,  steadying  me 
through  my  times  of  paralyzing  pain,  reminding  me 
that  both  my  children  and  I would  come  through. 

I was  involved  with  Re-evaluation  Counselling 
and  co-counsellors  were  ever  available  — coming 
sometimes  in  the  middle  of  the  night,  sometimes 
staying  with  me  when  I was  too  terrified  to  sleep 
alone.  Still  others  responded  to  my  dial  of  the  tele- 
phone. 

Timidly  I returned  to  Meeting.  Friends  greeted 
me  warmly,  even  those  who  could  not  openly  greet 
my  suffering.  I think  they  may  have  felt  they  would 
interfere  with  my  privacy.  And,  God  knows,  the  last 
thing  I wanted  was  that  privacy.  What  I needed  was 
openness,  sharing,  and  support  to  regain  confidence 
in  myself. 

These  they  gave  me  as  they  could,  bringing  with 
them  their  own  unique  and  irreplaceable  gifts  of 
love,  and  caring,  and  giving  me  meaningful  work 
for  Meeting. 

There  are  many  reasons  I can  give  for  my  inabil- 
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ity  to  continue  in  my  marriage.  But  there  is  one 
which  I believe  underscores  and  embraces  all  the 
rest  — is  the  primal  cause:  That  was  my  loss  of  self- 
hood: my  appreciation  of  myself  as  an  unique,  dis- 
tinct person  who  knew  there  was  love  in  every  place 
and  that  every  place  is  a safe  place.  1 think  this 
‘knowing’  disappeared  because  I lost  touch  with  my 
Spirit  and  my  Spirit’s  leadings.  I tried  to  make  my 
marriage  ‘work’  through  human  means,  through 
trying  to  be  what  I thought  others  wanted  me  to  be, 
instead  of  confidently  knowing  it  was  all  right  to  be 
a separate  human  being. 

This  loss  was  nobody’s  fault  and  everybody’s 
fault.  Had  I continued  in  touch  with  my  Spirit, 
encouraged  to  seek  it  by  those  who  were  in  touch 
with  theirs,  my  marriage  might  still  have  been  dis- 
solved — but  I feel  it  would  have  been  dissolved  in 
a much  less  harmful  way  and  my  children  would 
have  suffered  far  less. 

Before  1 began  writing  this  paper,  1 listed  a lot 
of  things  I thought  a newly  divorced  Friend  needed 
from  Friends  — invitations,  being  included  in 
gatherings,  even  parties,  social  activities.  None  of 
these  seem  important  to  me  now. 

What  I needed  most  were  two  things.  First  that 
someone  would  get  in  touch  with  my  children  — to 
let  them  know  there  was  a family  of  caring  people 
they  could  lean  upon.  People  who  would  do  simple 
things  for  them  — invite  them  to  dinner,  visit  them, 
call  them  on  the  telephone  and  remind  them  that 
neither  they  nor  their  mother  was  without  support. 

At  the  time  my  own  mother  was  so  ill  she  could 
not  recognize  me  and  their  father’s  family  was  too 
occupied  — perhaps  too  threatened  — to  reach  out 
to  them.  So  they  had  only  me  for  support  and  I was 
a broken  reed. 

The  other  care  i needed  most  was  to  be  re- 
minded about  my  Spirit,  to  get  in  touch  with  it,  to 
return  to  Worship  — that  Worship  leads  to  health 
and  wholeness,  and  God  is  the  Aggressor  in  our 
lives. 

If  Friends  could  have  reminded  me  to  accept  what- 
ever happened  to  me  as  though  I had  prayed  for  it. 
If  I had  been  reminded  (over  and  over  again)  that  it 
is  safe  to  place  my  faith  in  Life,  not  in  a particular 
person  or  situation;  that  Ecclesiastes  is  right,  and 
there  is  a time  for  everything,  including  mourning. 
That  mourning  deeply  is  necessary  and  right  — per- 
haps I would  have  come  through  more  quickly,  with 
less  hurt  to  others,  possibly  with  less  to  myself. 

I know  now  that  when  I discover  anyone  in  a 
condition  similar  to  mine,  I reach  out  in  this  way  — 


seeking  to  remember  always  that  he/she  is  different 
from  me,  and  that  I must  speak  to  his/her  con- 
dition. I feel  this  meets  the  only  real  need  the 
suffering  person  has,  and  enables  him/her  to  accept 
the  visitation  with  a more  open  and  gracious  heart. 

But  it  does  take  courage  to  do  this  — and  will- 
ingness to  be  rebuffed,  and  willingness  to  get  in- 
volved in  another’s  life  on  the  deepest  level.  But 
that’s  what  the  ministry  of  friendship  means  to  me. 

John  Yungblut’s  book  “The  Rediscovery  of 
Prayer’’  was  an  advent  in  my  recovery.  I intuitively 
selected  it  from  an  AFSC  book  table,  read  it  breath- 
lessly, and  knew  what  I had  to  do. 

I began  to  worship  each  morning  — so  restive 
and  tentative  at  first  I could  maintain  the  quiet  for 
only  a few  moments  at  a time.  Then,  as  the  Spirit 
moved  in  me  — for  longer  periods.  Sometimes  with 
a book  to  help  center  me,  sometimes  with  my  jour- 
nal and  pen  — now,  more  and  more,  just  sitting, 
open,  expectant,  waiting  — outside  of  time  — time- 
less waiting  — timeless  responses. 

And  then  new'  responses  in  time:  people  I need 
in  my  life  reaching  toward  me  from  across  the  city, 
across  the  nation,  across  the  world.  So  many  wel- 
comes. No  longer  am  I living  in  isolation,  in  an 
isolated  house  — in  an  isolated  mind. 

Once  again  I am  surrounded  by  Friends  and 
friends.  Once  again  I can  work.  Once  again  I can 
laugh  and  see  the  leaves  on  the  trees,  the  blossoms 
on  the  vine.  New  relationships  open  for  me,  some 
with  my  children.  Some  of  them  are  beginning  to 
share  the  gifts  of  their  deepest  selves  with  me.  New' 
and  meaningful  work  comes  to  my  hand.  The  invi- 
tation to  write  this  article  is  one  of  them. 

My  life  is  not  without  fear  or  sieges  of  pain.  But 
I can  handle  both  more  equably  now.  I know  what 
my  task  is  when  they  descend.  I seek  to  get  in  touch 
with  my  Spirit,  seek  to  give  thanks  for  the  gifts  that 
come  to  me  and  remember  it  is  not  I,  but  the  Spirit 
working  through  me  that  brought  them  into  being. 
I seek  also  — through  whatever  means  1 have  — to 
give  back  into  life  all  that  is  coming  to  me  — to  let 
the  love  and  care  that  pours  in  on  me  pour  through 
me  to  bless  others. 

With  the  help  of  Friends  and  friends,  I seek  to 
keep  alive  in  my  heart  the  knowledge  that  Life-God 
can  be  trusted,  and  way  will  open  for  me  as  I 
proceed  in  that  trust. 

Gene  Hoffman 
Santa  Barbara  Meeting 
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Divorce,  Depression,  and  Growth 

Divorce  can  bring  growth  and  be  a healthy  ex- 
perience for  the  individuals  involved.  That  was  my 
experience.  For  me  it  was  the  completion  of  the 
identity  crisis  of  adolescence,  which  I began  at  age 
27  years  — when  I became  immobilized  with  de- 
pression and  ended  up  in  a mental  hospital.  There  I 
began  the  process  of  becoming  my  own  person  — 
different  from  my  parents’  teachings:  Lutheran,  Re- 
publican, farmers  who  believed  in  conformity,  work, 
education,  religion  and  marriage  within  your  own 
race  and  sect.  I did  not  marry  until  age  29;  my  first 
husband  was  Lutheran,  conservative,  and  educated 
(meeting  my  family’s  qualifications).  I had,  how- 
ever, joined  the  Quakers  the  summer  before  that  — 
my  first  assertion  of  my  inner,  true  self,  separate 
and  different  from  my  family. 

My  ex-husband  and  I had  known  each  other 
nine  years  in  a kind  of  long-distance  relationship. 
He  was  eleven  years  older  than  I — also  a junior 
college  teacher  and  former  journalist.  He  was  kind, 
generous  and  thoughtful  (but  always  in  debt!);  the 
marriage  was  more  out  of  need  than  love  — I was 
determined  to  be  married  before  I was  thirty. 

Four  years  later  1 began  separating  from  him;  I 
again  got  immobilized  with  depression  and  back  in 
a mental  hospital  eight  months  later.  There  i first 
tiled  for  a divorce.  Another  eight  months  later  I 
resumed  the  divorce  proceedings  and  our  divorce 
was  final  in  January  1970. 

Separation  and  divorce  were  not  easy  for  me  to 
do;  first,  no  one  in  our  family  had  ever  gotten 
divorced  — divorce  was  taboo  and  marriage  was  “until 
death  do  us  part.”  My  mother  played  a martyr  role, 
teaching  by  word  and  example  the  responsibility  for 
spouse  and  family  togetherness.  Also,  there  was 
nothing  intentionally  cruel  or  mean  about  my  hus- 
band, and  when  I began  separating  from  him  it 
became  apparent  how  much  he  needed  me  and  how 
much  I meant  to  him.  It  was  as  if  I were  destroying 
him  emotionally  and  functionally;  also,  he  talked  of 
suicide.  I felt  responsible  to  somehow  save  him  and 
reconciled  3 or  4 times;  then  he  would  become 
happy  and  functional  and  1 — depressed  and  dys- 
functional. It  took  me  almost  a year  and  a half  to 
realize  and  accept  the  facts:  no  one  can  save  an- 
other; I was  not  responsible  for  him  — only  for 
myself;  1 could  only  save  myself  and  had  a right  to 
be  me.  Also  involved  in  this  was  growing  to  a state 
where  I was  willing  to  risk  being  myself  and  going  it 
alone. 

Most  of  this  time,  I was  involved  in  therapy. 
(After  the  process  of  separation  my  ex-mate,  also. 


became  involved  for  himself  for  a period  — which 
affected  some  positive  changes  with  him.)  I began 
individual  therapy  six  months  after  our  marriage,  as 
1 was  beginning  to  get  disorganized  on  my  job  and 
aimed  to  prevent  any  repeat  of  mental  hospitaliza- 
tion. 1 also  wanted  to  get  pregnant,  and  my  hus- 
band had  unattained  conditions  such  as  a PhD  and 
a job  in  the  Midwest.  He  was  very  adverse  to  ther- 
apy, so  I focused  on  myself  and  began  being  freer, 
less  anxious,  and  experiencing  more  success  on  my 
job  as  a social  worker  with  welfare  families.  As  I 
became  more  fully  me,  he  became  more  uncomfort- 
able and  rigid;  our  differences  became  more  appar- 
ent. In  fact,  my  husband  had  married  the  me  rep- 
resented by  my  family;  this  was  not  the  part  of  me  I 
liked  best;  it  was  not  the  inner,  real  me.  My  mar- 
riage to  him  was  related  to  appearances  and  my 
need  to  be  married  and  not  alone.  We  could  not 
both  grow  in  that  relationship  without  the  sacrifice 
or  inhibition  of  the  personality  (person)  of  one  or 
the  other  of  us. 

As  I wrote  to  my  mother,  when  she  wrote  re- 
minding me  of  my  marriage  vow'  in  an  attempt  to 
keep  me  from  divorcing,  the  vow  for  me  was  one  of 
fidelity  and  faithfulness  so  long  as  the  person  of 
both  of  us  could  be  happy  and  fulfilled  in  that  rela- 
tionship; but  when  that  is  no  longer  possible,  the 
obligation  is  to  be  and  become  oneself  fully,  openly 
and  honestly.  It  occurs  to  me  now,  that  “until 
death”  is  part  of  this  because  I could  not  have 
stayed  in  that  marriage  without  the  sacrifice  of  the 
person  I had  a sense  of  and  was  becoming.  Sacrifice 
of  that  inner,  real  person  — that  would  have  been 
death.  The  divorce  was  life,  the  chance  to  become 
myself  fully,  to  evolve  from  the  inside  out,  not  by 
the  conformity  laid  on  my  be  my  parents  and  my 
husband’s  life  style.  In  truth,  the  person  he  had 
married  no  longer  existed. 

Though  the  psychodynamics  of  my  first  mar- 
riage were  perhaps  more  disturbed  (symbiotic)  than 
most,  I submit  that  to  a degree  this  is  present  in 
many  if  not  most  marriages  of  my  generation.  Chron- 
ologically the  identity  crisis  of  adolescence  is  from 
puberty  to  about  age  25  years  in  middle  class  Amer- 
ica, the  approximate  age  when  one  may  be  expected 
to  have  finished  education  and  be  established  in  a 
career.  Following  that,  per  Eric  Erikson,  is  the  psy- 
chosocial crisis  of  Intimacy  versus  Isolation.  Only 
after  that  does  one  enter  the  stage  of  Generativity, 
where  marriage  and  family  are  appropriate  and  one 
way  of  fulfillment.  Many,  if  not  most,  people  in  my 
generation  were  married  before  age  25,  so  it  is 
likely  that  they  have  not  completed  the  Identity 
crisis  of  adolescence  and  separation  from  their 
family  or  origin  before  they  have  entered  marriage. 
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So.  the  chances  are  that  separation  and  divorce  may 
become  necessary  for  the  continued  growth  and  ful- 
fillment of  either  or  both  persons. 

Succinctly,  individuals  need  to  have  reached  the 
level  of  being  independently  dependent  for  a healthy 
marriage.  I feel  that  if  basically  there  is  a shared 
love  for  the  other’s  true  person  and  shared  values,  it 
may  be  possible  to  sustain  a marriage  through  psy- 
chosocial growth  crises  and  reach  a more  rich  rela- 
tionship because  of  it.  However,  if  those  shared 
values  and  love  are  not  there,  or  if  continuance  of 
the  marriage  means  sacrifice  of  either  person’s  be- 
coming, then  divorce  appears  to  be  the  healthy  and 
appropriate  action. 

To  me,  one’s  first  obligation  is  to  be  true  to 
one’s  self,  becoming  and  fulfilling  the  potential 
and/or  purpose  of  the  self  one  is  born  with,  fulfill- 
ing “that  of  God’’  within  you.  In  Robert  Neale’s 
terminology  (Art  of  Dying),  it  is  facing  the  ques- 
tions: “Are  you  living  death  in  the  midst  of  life?’’ 
or  “life  in  the  midst  of  death?’’  “What  part  of  you 
was  once  alive  and  no  longer  is?”  “What  part  of 
you  has  never  been  born?”  In  that  sense,  there  are 
occasions  when  marriage  can  be  a source  of  death 
and  divorce  can  permit  life.  It  is  then  that  I believe 
divorce  is  the  right  and  appropriate  action. 

Ellen  Lyon 
Delta  Meeting 


PYM  Visitation  Committee  Report 

A new  Worship  Group  has  been  formed  under 
the  care  of  Berkeley  Meeting,  called  the  “South 
Berkeley  Worship  Group,”  Barbara  Perry, 
convenor.  It  meets  first  and  second  First-Days  at 
the  Perrys’  home,  2737  Woolsey  St.,  Berkeley 
94705,  telephone  (415)  654-5069.  Anyone  wanting 
to  visit  should  phone  first  to  see  if  this  schedule 
holds. 

There  is  also  a new  group  in  Southern  California 
called  the  “Desert  Worship  and  Discussion  Group,” 
which  meets  at  2 p.m.  the  2nd  and  4th  First-Days 
of  each  month  at  various  people’s  homes  in  the  area 
of  Indio.  Prospective  visitors  should  call  Frank 
Eastman,  convenor,  at  (714)  347-1727. 

Lois  Bailey,  Clerk 


PYM  Education  Committee  Report 

fhe  Education  Committee  plans  the  Children’s 
Program  for  the  annual  meeting  of  the  Pacific 
Yearly  Meeting  and  coordinates  information  and 
projects  for  the  First  Day  Schools  of  PYM.  The 
Education  Committee  accepts  responsibility  for 
children  through  age  twelve  at  the  Yearly  Meeting. 

For  Moraga  this  year,  the  Committee  plans  to 
operate  the  Children’s  Program  with  paid  help  to  a 
considerable  extent.  The  paid  workers  will  include 
three  people  for  the  nursery,  a group  leader  for 
five-year-old  children,  two  leaders  for  the  six-to-nine- 
year-old  children,  two  leaders  for  the  ten-to-twelve- 
year-old  children,  an  assistant  coordinator,  and  a 
coordinator.  The  assistant  coordinator  each  year 
will  receive  first  consideration  for  the  job  of  coor- 
dinator for  the  following  year.  The  coordinator  for 
this  year  is  Rob  Gray.  We  still  welcome  volunteer 
help  but  will  limit  the  demands  on  any  one 
volunteer. 

Rob  and  the  Committee  plan  an  organized, 
worthwhile,  religiously  oriented  program  for 
Moraga.  We  hope  to  have  plans  and  personnel  fully 
set  well  in  advance  of  the  August  meeting. 

The  Education  Committee  also  has  been  collect- 
ing material  for  First  Day  Schools.  We  plan  to  ask 
for  a minor  amount  of  money  to  distribute  the 
collected  and  tested  material  to  the  clerks  of  the 
First  Day  School  committees  of  the  monthly  meet- 
ings. The  material  came  to  us  in  response  to  a 
December  request.  The  material  will  be  presented 
as  suggestions  and  will  be  in  no  way  prescriptive. 

We  thank  the  many  Friends  who  have  contri- 
buted to  the  First  Day  School  project.  We  urge 
those  of  you  with  additional  material  to  send  it  to 
Marianne  Leppmann,  449  Spruce  St.,  Berkeley 
94708.  Those  of  you  interested  in  working  for  the 
Education  Committee  at  Moraga  this  summer, 
either  paid  or  volunteer,  should  contact  Rob  Gray 
at  372  W.  Franklin  Ave.,  Pomona  91766. 

Bill  Lovelady,  Clerk 

Exploring  the  Spontaneous 

A workship  in  dance  and  drama  for  teenagers 
and  young  adults  will  be  held  at  Ben  Lomond 
August  3-8,  1975,  with  Tom  and  Sandra  Farley. 
Incidentally,  with  capable  Ann  Boone’s  departure 
there  is  an  opening  for  cook  at  this  workshop.  Per- 
quisites include  room,  board,  participation,  and  a 
small  stipend.  For  information,  registration,  or 
application,  write  the  Farley’s,  P.O.  Box  4411,  San 
Rafael,  CA  94903. 
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MARRIAGE  and  DIVORCE 

Our  times  are  difficult  ones  for  the  institution  of 
marriage  — the  institution  generations  before  us 
knew  and  took  for  granted.  Women  have,  rather 
belatedly  it  seems  to  me,  come  to  the  realization  that 
they  can  do  more  than  housework  and  child  care. 
This  gives  today’s  young  women  a great  lift,  a certain 
exuberance  of  self-reliance,  a new  feeling  of  power. 
On  the  other  hand  the  status  of  men,  at  least  on  the 
surface,  has  been  diminished  by  the  new  develop- 
ments. A certain  insecurity  is  often  evident  in  the 
attitudes  of  the  modern  young  male.  Through  many 
centuries  and  on  the  authority  of  holy  writ  not  only  in 
the  Judeo-Christian  culture  have  men  been  told  that 
they  are  superior.  How  can  this  idea  have  been 
changed  suddenly,  within  one  or  two  generations, 
without  severe  trauma?  In  her  eagerness  for  radical 
role  change  the  liberated  woman  throws  out  unfor- 
tunately many  a valuable  heirloom  come  down  to  her 
from  her  foremothers.  After  all,  the  traditional  role  of 
dispenser  of  comfort  to  the  whole  family  was  by  no 
means  inglorious  and  the  skills  learned  for  it  are  still 
quite  valuable.  Foremost  among  these  are  patience 
and  finesse,  two  excellent  tools  for  handling  human 
relations. 

Every  marriage  is  a very  delicate  state  of  equili- 
brium between  two  people,  and  no  two  marriages  are 
the  same.  The  spouses,  in  order  to  live  harmoniously 
with  each  other  have  to  fulfill  each  other’s  deepest 
needs,  needs  very  often  too  deep  for  words.  And  in 
their  intimate  nearness  there  has  still  to  be  room  for 
each  partner  to  grow.  But  when  young  people  marry, 
they  often  don’t  know  their  own  deepest  needs  and 
certainly  not  their  own  nor  their  spouse’s  growth 
potential.  In  former  times,  when  things  did  not  turn 
out  well,  one  suffered  in  silence  and  stayed  together 
because  society  expected  this,  and  surprisingly  often, 
couples  reached,  after  stormy  and  painful  years,  a 
mutual  loving  acceptance  of  each  other’s  imperfec- 
tions. Meanwhile  the  children  had  a stable,  if  not 
always  very  enjoyable,  home  to  grow  up  in. 

Suffering  in  silence  is  out  of  fashion.  And  so  we 
see  all  around  us,  inside  and  outside  of  the  Society  of 
Friends,  an  alarming  number  of  divorces.  Not  every 
divorce  is  a tragedy,  especially  not  if  it  takes  place 
without  too  much  bitterness,  after  a short  trial  and  in 
the  absence  of  children.  Also,  separations  of  luke- 
warm relationships  in  later  life  may  not  be  traumatic, 
if  people  realize  that  they  got  married  in  the  first 
place  without  sufficient  cause,  just  because  “every- 
body does  it.’’ 

But  it  is  the  breakup  of  families  with  young  and 
adolescent  children  which  are  the  real  tragedies,  even 


if  sometimes  inevitable  tragedies.  These  are  the  cases 
which  challenge  us  with  the  questions:  What  can  we 
do?  How  can  we  help?  Should  we  even  try  to  help? 
Are  we  wise  and  perceptive  enough  to  understand 
what  is  really  happening  in  the  endangered  family? 

The  best  prevention  of  divorce  would  of  course  be 
the  prevention  of  unnecessary  marriages,  those  with- 
out deep  affection,  with  all  too  evident  incompatibili- 
ties and  where  the  partners  have  given  no  thought  to 
what  the  solemn  “for  better,  for  worse’’  really  means. 
It  is  here  that  a good  marriage  committee  can  be  quite 
helpful  in  making  the  young  couple  think  about  their 
future  roles  in  day  to  day  living.  But  where  is  the 
Marriage  Committee  confident  enough  to  say: 
don’t  — and  get  listened  to?  One  could  hope  that  the 
spreading  custom  of  living  together  before  marriage 
might  weed  out  a number  of  future-less  unions,  and  it 
probably  will.  But  even  this  trial  period  does  not 
always  prevent  future  disaster,  as  we  have  seen. 

I have  no  great  trust  in  institutionalized  loving 
kindness.  A case  could  perhaps  be  made  for  charging 
the  marriage  committee  in  a meeting  — or  perhaps  a 
divorce  committee  — with  counseling  couples  who 
are  in  trouble.  But  there  would  have  to  be  a feeling  of 
real  friendship  on  both  sides  to  give  any  hope  for 
success  and  that  can’t  always  be  assumed.  Who  in  the 
meeting  would  have  the  self-confidence  and  supreme 
tact  needed  actually  to  approach  a troubled  couple? 
All  we  can  do  without  being  presumptuous  is  to  show' 
by  our  attitude  that  we  care,  that  we  have  an  open  ear 
for  the  troubles  of  others,  that  we  are  available.  But 
failing  in  a marriage  relationship  is  very  humiliating 
for  most  people,  especially  for  men.  We  try  to  hide 
our  mortal  wounds  at  nearly  any  price. 

The  usual  reaction  of  well  meaning  bystanders  is 
the  advice:  Go  to  a marriage  counselor.  I hope  other 
Friends  have  different  experiences,  but  I for  one  have 
still  to  see  a marriage  actually  saved  by  this  popular 
institution.  We  got  a demonstration  at  last  Yearly 
Meeting  of  the  methods  one  couple  of  marriage  coun- 
selors uses  with  their  clients.  All  these  carefully 
thought  out  games  and  dramatizations,  simulated 
fights  and  coddling  on  command  can’t  possibly  reach 
down  to  where  it  really  hurts.  If  a man  can’t  make  his 
wife  feel  good  as  a woman  and  a wife  her  husband 
happy  in  his  manhood,  then  neither  shared  dishwash- 
ing nor  increased  prudence  in  money  matters  nor 
whatever  is  recommended  in  the  sex  manuals  can  be 
of  much  help. 

So,  I do  not  see  much  hope  for  preventing  family 
break-ups.  But  once  it  has  happened  there  are  indeed 
things  that  members  of  a Meeting  can  do,  and  should 
do. 

For  many  people  there  is  still  a certain  odium  to 
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the  divorced  state,  perhaps  more  for  women  than  for 
men.  And  divorced  persons  are  apprehensive  of  this 
attitude.  The  Meeting  can  do  much  to  eliminate  this 
fear  by  drawing  them  expressly  into  Meeting  activi- 
ties. Loneliness  and  loss  of  friends  is  often  an  added 
trauma  to  failure  in  marriage.  A divorced  man  often 
finds  rather  quickly  a new  partner,  mostly  considera- 
bly younger  than  he  is,  who  brings  him  besides  youth 
that  priceless  gift:  a still  intact  set  of  illusions  about 
him!  But  for  the  divorced  woman,  if  she  has  children, 
things  are  much  more  difficult.  She  obviously  can’t 
take  up  a carefree  single  life.  And  yet  she  needs  adult 
companionship  — quite  apart  from  the  sexual 
aspect.  The  sheer  work  load  on  her  has  suddenly 
increased  greatly,  especially  if  she  has  a job.  Here 
Friends  in  the  Meeting  can  do  much  good  by  acting  as 
substitute  parents  and  grandparents,  by  including  the 
children  of  a broken  home  in  some  of  their  own  enjoy- 
able family  activities,  thereby  giving  the  mother  some 
much-needed  time  for  herself.  Older  or  childless 
people  can  be  very  helpful  by  letting  the  children  of 
working  mothers  come  to  their  home  for  those  critical 
after  school  hours.  We  don’t  have  to  live  in  a 
commune  to  have  community  and  something  like 
extended  families  in  our  Meetings. 

So  much  has  been  written  about  the  plight  of  the 
children  of  divorced  marriages  that  I want  to  say  only 
this:  for  them  it  is  indeed  nearly  always  a tragedy.  It  is 
not  only  the  feeling  of  being  abandoned  by  the  depar- 
ting parent,  mostly  the  father,  but  also  the  emotional 
burden  of  being  “all  the  other  parent  is  living  for.”  In 
my  pediatric  practice  I well  knew  and  dreaded  the 
syndrome:  only  child  ( or  worse:  only  son)  of  a 
divorced  woman. 

An  important  consideration  in  the  divorce 
question  is  the  problem  of  old  age.  Young  people 
don’t  quite  believe  in  it  and  therefore  act  as  if  they 
had  unlimited  chances  for  new  beginnings.  It  is  much 
harder  to  face  old  age  alone  than  with  a companion 
with  whom  you  grew  through  long  years  together  — 
grew  like  neighboring  trees  whose  branches  touch  and 
mingle,  tossed  by  the  same  winds.  As  an  old  friend  of 
mine  put  it:  if  I had  run  away  during  those  first 
stormy  25  years  as  I often  wanted  to,  only  he  would 
not  let  me,  then  we  would  not  have  had  these  wonder- 
ful second  25  years. 

Imperfect  we  are  — how  can  we  expect  perfect 
mates?  Marriage  is  a most  difficult  undertaking, 
those  who  fail  at  it  should  not  be  censured  by  us,  but 
helped  and  supported. 


ON  DIVORCE 

Marriage,  like  government  or  any  other  social 
institution,  is  nothing  more  than  an  experimental  way 
in  which  we  humans  try  to  find  the  most  accomo- 
dating manner  in  which  to  accomplish  whatever 
hidden  destny  we  as  a raee  must  fulfill. 

Each  society  develops  that  form  of  social  institu- 
tion that  seems  to  work  better  at  any  given  time  and 
place.  Western  society  has  a tendency  to  invest  sacred 
characteristics  in  these  purely  human  creations, 
making  it  almost  impossible  to  change  such  institu- 
tions when  the  demands  and  needs  of  the  sixriety 
make  it  imperative  that  such  institutions  change  in 
order  to  accommodate  new  needs.  Divorce  seems  to 
me  to  be  a device  that  allows  dissolution  of  individual 
marriages  in  order  to  lengthen  the  life  of  the  marriage 
institution.  Such  a device  creates  among  those  who 
use  it  a sense  of  guilt  and  inadequacy.  Most  people 
consider  that  such  action  is  detrimental  to  the  spouses 
as  well  as  to  the  children. 

if  Friends  are  concerned  about  the  increased 
number  of  divorced  individuals  in  our  midst,  let  us 
share  creative  ways  in  which  we  can  dissolve  a 
marriage  so  that  those  involved  in  the  process  can  use 
the  experience  to  grow  rather  than  allow  such  experi- 
ence to  maim  them  and  their  children.  We  must 
accept  marriage  for  what  it  is,  a social  institution  we 
can  change  or  terminate  without  feeling  that  in 
changing  it  or  terminating  it  we  are  severing  our 
connection  with  God,  or  that  we  have  failed  as  loving 
and  considerate  human  beings,  it  is  true  that  we  have 
failed  to  keep  both  parents  and  children  under  the 
same  roof.  But  we  can  live  under  different  roofs  and 
still  respect  our  ex-mates  if  we  exert  loving  care  in  the 
process  of  dissolving  a marriage. 

Carmen  Bro/ 
Palo  A Ito  Meeting 


Still  the  ideal  of  a loving,  lifelong  union  between  a 
man  and  a woman  should  not  be  abandoned  but 
worked  for  with  all  the  strength  of  our  hearts  and 
minds. 

Marianne  Leppman 
Berkeley  Meeting 
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The  Dissolution  of  a Marriage 

{The  divorce  of  John  and  Anne  MacKinney  was 
recognized  by  Santa  Monica  and  San  Fernando 
Friends  Meetings.  Following  are  John 's  letter  to  the 
Committees  of  Ministry  and  Counsel/Oversight  and 
Anne's  report  of  the  resulting  Meeting  for  Worship.) 

— Ed. 

Sylmar,  California 
April  20,  1973 

Dear  Friends: 

As  you  all  know,  Anne  and  I have  ended  our 
marriage.  I am  now  involved  in  the  new  legal  pro- 
cedure of  our  State  called  “dissolution  of  a mar- 
raige.”  We  both  feel  that  our  Meetings  should  some- 
how play  a part  in  this  change  in  our  lives.  In  what 
follows,  I shall  speak  only  for  myself,  as  to  the  light 
that  has  come  to  me  and  of  my  feelings. 

Our  Discipline  provides  for  marriage  in  four 
ways: 

1)  Provision  for  private  counsel. 

2)  Consideration  over  time. 

3)  Public  declaration. 

4)  Acknowledgement  and  approval. 

To  back  these  up,  we  have  instructions  for  the 
Committee  and  the  Clerk,  the  concept  of  good  or- 
der, and  writings  which  present  an  ideal  of  the 
meaning  of  marriage  acceptable  to  Friends. 

These  are  all  seen  as  forms  of  worship  by 
Friends.  My  concern  is  for  the  well-being  of  the 
couple  and  of  the  Meeting,  so  I will  not  make  much 
reference  to  God  or  Scripture  here.  Jesus  is  quoted 
as  saying  that  marriage  is  a human  institution  not 
appropriate  to  Heaven.  I simply  do  not  know  what 
one  soul’s  place  can  be  in  another  soul’s  journey. 

Private  counsel  is  primarily  to  ensure  that  both 
parties  are  acting  in  their  own  best  interests,  since 
both  may  be  assumed  to  be  blinded  by  passion  or 
inexperience.  The  enforced  waiting  period  gives 
time  for  the  Committee  to  act,  and  it  allows  for 
second  thoughts  on  the  part  of  the  couple.  Also, 
other  members  of  the  Meeting  have  advance  notice. 
Anyone  who  identifies  closely  with  either  partner 
may  find  difficulty  in  handling  irrational  feelings 
caused  by  the  marriage. 

Perhaps  public  declaration  is  a way  to  make  a 
request  for  support  without  seeming  to  beg  or 
plead.  The  group  also  requires  it  as  evidence  of  a 
firm  commitment.  Some  Friends  feel  that  marriage 
includes  promises  to  the  community  to  care  for  any 
children  that  may  come  and  to  limit  the  kinds  of 
relationships  either  partner  may  have  with  others  in 


the  community. 

With  so  much  attention  to  marriage,  it  seems 
that  Friends’  neglect  of  divorce  must  be  the  result 
of  taboo.  The  dissolution  of  marriage  is  not  rare 
among  Friends.  The  importance  of  members’  rela- 
tionships to  Meeting  suggests  that  we  cannot  afford 
to  sweep  divorce  under  the  rug. 

Surely  the  divorcing  couple  is  under  very  similar 
pressures  to  those  felt  by  the  marrying  pair.  Emo- 
tions are  highly  involved,  clouding  judgment  and 
interfering  with  other  life  activities.  The  individual 
may  well  worry  whether  this  step  will  jeopardize 
other  valued  relationships.  He  certainly  needs  the 
Meeting’s  continued  love  and  support;  he  may  also 
want  to  tell  the  community  as  a whole  so  that 
questions  and  suspicions  can  be  dealt  with  and 
dispelled. 

Children  and  the  law  are  commonly  of  great 
importance  in  divorce,  although  they  are  rarely 
problems  in  getting  married.  The  Meeting  can 
make  sure  that  children’s  care  is  continued,  that 
they  understand  what  is  going  on,  and  that  they  feel 
other  sources  of  support  in  their  community  besides 
their  parents.  With  respect  to  the  law,  “moral’’ 
support  is  needed  to  counter  the  effects  of  dealing 
with  authority  and  bureaucracy.  In  California  it  is 
still  difficult  to  “do  it  yourself,”  and  where  legal 
assistance  is  indicated,  the  Meeting  can  at  least  be 
expected  to  identify  one  or  two  good  lawyers  who 
will  charge  a fair  price. 

In  addition,  the  Meeting  as  a whole  should  ben- 
efit from  dealing  openly  with  divorce.  Other  mem- 
bers who  are  having  marital  difficulties  will  feel  less 
threatened  if  they  know^  that  the  Meeting  can  be  a 
constructive  presence.  The  status  of  divorcing  indi- 
viduals will  lose  some  of  its  damaging  ambiguity.  In 
the  long  term,  we  may  hope  for  a better  ideal  of 
adult  relationships  both  within  and  outside  marriage. 

I’m  not  asking  you  to  do  anything  that  you 
cannot  reach  clearness  on.  You  are,  in  effect,  being 
offered  a “guinea  pig”  for  a first  attempt  if  you  so 
choose,  because  we  do  feel  that  you  can  take  part 
somehow.  Others  may  wish  to  handle  their  personal 
affairs  without  the  good  offices  of  the  Meeting. 
That  is,  to  me,  another  instance  of  a trend  among 
Friends  that  is  due  to  be  reversed  because  it  does 
not  really  make  for  increased  human-ness. 

John  MacKinney 

Santa  Monica  Meeting  House 

July  14,  1973 

A meeting  for  worship  to  recognize  the  disso- 
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lution  of  the  marriage  of  John  and  Anne  Mac- 
Kinney  was  held  under  the  joint  oversight  of  San 
Fernando  and  Santa  Monica  Meetings.  A member 
of  each  Ministry  and  Counsel  Committee  made  a 
brief  statement.  They  stressed  the  fact  that  the 
meeting  should  not  be  seen  as  either  a celebration 
or  a memorial,  but  as  an  affirmation  of  life  and  ex- 
pression of  the  Meeting’s  support  for  the  entire 
family  at  this  time. 

After  a period  of  increasingly  rich  silence  John 
spoke.  He  first  explained  that  he  had  been  late 
because  he  had  stopped  at  Anne’s  house  and  they 
got  to  talking.  He  then  spoke  about  how  easy  it  is 
to  think  that  social  institutions  like  the  family  have 
a life  apart  from  that  of  the  individuals  who  make 
them  up.  At  this  time  the  lives  of  the  people  in  this 
family  would  be  stronger  and  more  fulfilled  by  liv- 
ing more  independently,  and  he  expressed  gratitude 
to  the  many  Friends  who  had  helped  make  the 
transition  easier. 

Anne  said  that  her  reason  for  wanting  the  meet- 
ing was  to  have  an  opportunity  to  mark  an  impor- 
tant turning  point  in  her  life  in  a religious  context, 
and  that  she  had  felt  a great  need  to  say  publicly 
some  of  the  good  things  that  had  come  from  the 
relationship.  She  spoke  of  the  boys,  of  opportunities 
to  learn  and  develop  interests  which  she  would  not 
otherwise  have  had,  and  of  her  respect  for  John  as  a 
person  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  it  is  better  for  them 
to  live  apart. 

She  concluded  by  saying  that  although  it  is  im- 
portant to  make  clear  distinctions,  and  divisions 
may  be  necessary,  there  remains  a fundamental 
unity  as  expressed  in  the  letter  to  the  Ephesians, 
“He  is  our  peace  who  has  made  us  both  one  and 
has  broken  down  the  wail  of  partition  between  us.” 

The  meeting  moved  again  into  silence,  with  sev- 
eral Friends  expressing  their  support  for  the  family 
and  some  of  their  appreciation  of  the  example  being 
set  in  holding  a meeting. 

Christopher  and  Ross  were  present  at  the  meet- 
ing but  did  not  speak,  and  members  of  the  family 
chose  seats  much  as  they  would  in  an  ordinary 
meeting  for  worship.  Following  the  meeting  there 
was  time  for  coffee  and  visiting,  which  gave  mem- 
bers of  both  Meetings  a chance  to  talk  with  each 
other  and  with  John  and  Anne  about  their  reactions. 

The  description  of  the  meeting  seemed  the  best 
starting  point  for  this  report,  but  of  course  the  way 
it  came  about  and  some  of  the  questions  it  raised 
are  just  as  important  to  Friends. 

Three  things  made  it  much  easier  than  it  might 


otherwise  have  been.  John  and  Anne  were  con- 
cerned for  both  themselves  and  their  three  boys  that 
the  end  of  the  relationship  should  be  clearly  marked 
with  some  dignity;  although  there  was  pain,  their 
relationship  following  the  separation  remained  co- 
operative; neither  Meeting  involved  had  to  cope 
with  the  problem  of  how'  to  support  two  beloved 
members  estranged  from  each  other.  Even  if  the 
situation  had  been  different,  Anne  would  probably 
have  asked  for  a similar  meeting  of  support  for 
herself  and  the  children  who  live  with  her. 

The  first  letter  from  John  went  to  both  Ministry 
and  Counsel  Committees  and  sparked  a very  good 
discussion  in  the  Santa  Monica  meeting  for  busi- 
ness. Fhe  questions  raised  there  were  almost  en- 
tirely on  the  responsibility  of  the  Meeting  to  a sepa- 
rating family.  Should  there  be  a specially  appointed 
Dissolution  Committee?  Should  the  Meeting  take 
the  initiative  in  approaching  a married  couple  con- 
sidering divorce?  How  could  the  children  best  be 
helped  (e.g.,  by  an  individual  visit  from  an  especial- 
ly close  adult,  or  by  special  efforts  to  involve  them 
in  Meeting  activities?)  How  can  we  avoid  the  ap- 
pearance of  indifference  in  our  efforts  to  treat  both 
with  equal  concern?  Do  we  miss  opportunities  to 
help  because  we  are  afraid  of  hurting  feelings? 

1 he  Meeting  did  not  come  up  with  answers,  but 
it  plans  to  explore  the  subject  further.  The  lack  of 
comment  on  this  subject  in  the  Discipline  was  noted. 

Meanwhile,  the  two  Ministry  and  Counsel  com- 
mittees set  up  a joint  meeting  with  John  and  Anne. 
This  meeting  dealt  with  both  general  questions  and 
the  specific  circumstances  of  their  dissolution.  Ques- 
tions were  raised  regarding  setting  a precedent,  the 
good  order  involved  in  having  a called  meeting 
other  than  for  a marriage  or  memorial,  and  whether 
this  would  give  the  impression  that  Friends  approve 
of  divorce. 

The  final  decision  was  quite  clear  that  a Month- 
ly Meeting  could  approve  such  a meeting,  that  hold- 
ing a meeting  on  the  occasion  of  a dissolution  of 
marriage  did  not  imply  approval  of  the  separation, 
but  this  was  an  appropriate  way  for  a Meeting  to 
show  its  loving  support  of  its  members  at  a critical 
time  in  their  lives.  The  meeting  also  was  not  to  be 
regarded  as  a celebration. 

Much  of  the  detail  would  have  to  be  worked  out  in- 
dividually for  each  case,  but  the  exercise  of  deciding 
w hether  and  under  w hat  circumstances  it  could  under- 
take such  a project  would  be  a worthwhile  activity  for 
almost  any  Monthly  Meeting. 

Anne  (MacKinney)  Friend 
Santa  Monica  Meeting 
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Postulates  for  Responses  to  Newly  Divorced  or  Widowed  Persons 


1-  Any  response  will  be  colored  by  your  concept 
of  that  human  being.  If  s/he  is  just  animal,  how 
can  s/he  keep  from  acting  like  one?  1 believe  we  are 
“sparks”  of  consciousness,  on  an  evolutionary  jour- 
ney — a “pilgrimage  of  the  soul”  — in  order  to 
grow  in  knowledge  and  power,  and  reach  the  king- 
dom of  heaven  which  is  within.  Since  all  knowledge 
is  se/f-knowledge,  present  trauma  is  an  opportunity 
for  growth,  could  we  but  realize  this. 

2-  Usually  s/he  needs  validation,  reassurance, 
appreciation.  When  possible,  provide  this  sincerely, 
not  with  platitudes.  Earnestly  convey:  “you  are  a 
worthy  person,  you  can  win  thru,  etc.” 

3-  Listen  creatively,  objectively,  compassionately. 
(Probably  this  is  the  most  important  help  you  can 
provide.)  Paradoxically,  if  you  get  too  involved 
emotionally,  it  will  hinder  your  clarity  and  effective- 
ness. Still,  you  must  relate  on  higher  planes, 
remembering:  “I  was  there,  and  it  really  hurt,” 
or“There,  but  for  the  grace  of  God,  go  L”  A good 
axiom  is:  “least  said,  the  better”. 

4-  Avoid  specific  advice!  There  is  a temptation 
to  play  god,  because  we  want  so  much  to  ease  the 
pain,  to  provide  instant  solutions.  Keep  in  mind 
you  know  only  fragments  of  the  story,  and  little 
enough  of  the  “other  side.”  Instead  of  counseling, 
if  appropriate,  ask  questions  to  stimulate  the  inner 
resources,  if  you  are  bursting  with  an  answer,  tell  a 
similar  instance,  a related  incident.  At  most  you 
may  venture:  “have  you  thought  of  this  possibility?” 
If  you  give  explicit  advice  you  may  expect  to  be 
blamed  when  it  fails. 

5-  Try  to  suggest  or  imply  that  avoidance  of 
precipitate  decisions  and  ultimatums  is  almost 
invariably  the  wisest  course  of  action.  It  is  often 
practical  to  draw  up  a “balance  sheet”  of  advant- 
ages and  disadvantages.  Does  s/he  want  to  sell  the 
house  quickly  and  move  far  away?  There  are  many 
facts  to  consider.  S/he  is  distraught,  not  thinking 
logically.  It  may  help  to  “buy”  some  of  that  grand- 
est healer  — time. 

6-  Try  to  avoid  rc-stimulation.  So  much  of  our 
living  is  habit,  pattern,  cycle,  rut.  We  tend  to  dis- 
like people  who  remind  us  of  the  school  bully  or  an 
unpleasant  relative.  Try  to  emphasize  the  construc- 
tive, the  positive,  any  alternatives. 

7-  Point  out  other  resources,  if  needed.  (Perhaps 
it  is  best  to  assume  this  first  contact  is  an  emergen- 
cy call,  and  expertise  is  required.)  Have  a list  of 
professionals,  suicide  prevention,  etc.  However 
brief,  each  contact  is  important.  You  may  save  a 
life! 


8-  Find  your  own  balance  and  perspective  in 
God,  nature,  space,  time,  the  stars,  whatever  helps 
you  to  be  more  serene,  more  effective.  This  is  very 
difficult  for  the  distraught  caller,  so  you  must  have 
an  extra  measure  of  composure. 

9-  Do  not  go  on  a power  trip!  S/he  is  quite 
vulnerable,  may  be  grateful,  may  tend  to  exalt  you. 
Be  ethical,  responsible.  There  will  be  temptations  to 
think  you  have  “earned”  favors. 

10-  After  the  early  pain  is  eased,  it  may  be 
prudent  to  suggest  that  bitterness,  resentment  are 
self-defeating,  alienating.  S/he  is  not  attractive 
when  suffused  with  dark  emotions.  If  s/he  can 
achieve  calmness,  concern  about  others,  s/he  will 
not  lack  friends.  Still  later,  possibly  only  with  close 
friends,  you  may  be  able  to  open  the  door  for  further 
insights,  such  as:  “Tho  you  may  have  thought  your- 
self blameless,  you  were  an  accomplice  in  the  situa- 
tion: did  you  share  in  it?  (Can  life  bring  us  any 
involvement,  any  circumstance  v/e  did  not  help 
create?) 

Isaiah  Meyer 
Davis  Meeting 


Review 

Dennis  Durby,  Micki  Graham,  Larry  Jackson, 
Gretchen  Rudnick,  Bill  Schlichter,  Gary  Shallcross, 
Nancy  Springer,  Working  Paper  on  Homosexuality 
from  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting  Ministry  and  Oversight 
Committee.  Pacific  Yearly  Meeting,  535  N.  Fremont 
St.,  Pasadena,  California  91103,  processed,  23  pp. 
and  2,  $1.  postpaid. 

In  1972  PYM  established  an  ad  hoc  subcommittee 
of  Ministry  and  Oversight  to  develop  a working  paper 
to  assist  Meetings  to  understand  the  needs  and 
problems  of  homosexuals  within  the  Society.  The 
working  paper  is  now  ready  for  us  to  read  and  study. 
Being  a difficult  subject  on  which  Friends  in  general 
are  not  clear  nor  in  agreement,  the  working  paper  will 
provide  us  a carefully  considered  essay  and  basis  for 
exploring  the  Meeting’s  relationship  with  its  homo- 
sexual members  and  attenders. 

The  subcommittee  has  chosen  to  explore  only 
certain  topics,  and  these  are  presumably  the  areas 
that  most  concern  homphiles  within  a Meeting.  The 
natural  first  topic,  “The  Closet  Existence  and  Coming 
Out,”  is  a discussion  of  the  dilemma  faced  by  a 
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homophile  being  different  in  a heterosexual  society  and 
often  being  treated  as  unfit  or  unclean.  TTie  homophile  is 
forced  to  choose  between  concealing  his  or  her  emo- 
tional and  sexual  attractions  and  being  open  and  hon- 
est with  society.  Jobs,  social  acceptance,  homes,  and 
many  other  aspects  of  life  are  jeopardized  if  the  homo- 
phile’s  true  feelings  are  known.  Yet  the  closet  exist- 
ence, shared  only  within  a small  circle  of  friends,  cre- 
ates fear  of  discovery  and  the  conflict  brought  on  by 
such  deception.  “Coming  Out”  and  telling  the  world 
that  you  are  a homophile  can  be  traumatic,  as  it  often 
results  in  rejection  by  former  friends.  This  discussion 
is  probably  the  most  important  starting  point  for  a So- 
ciety primarily  of  heterosexuals,  as  we  must  under- 
stand the  conflict  and  condition  of  homophiles  within 
the  Meeting  before  we  can  deal  with  the  Meeting’s 
and  the  individual’s  problems. 

Only  after  some  measure  of  understanding  has 
been  reached  can  a Meeting  deal  with  the  special 
problems  and  needs  (and  the  not-so-special  needs)  of 
a homophile  member.  Although  the  homophile  has 
some  special  needs  that  a Meeting  can  help  with,  a 
Meeting  can  and  should  care  for  a homophile 
member  much  as  it  should  for  any  other  member. 
“How  Meetings  Can  Assist  and  Care”  is  a discussion 
of  the  homophile’s  needs  and  the  ways  a Meeting  can 
help. 

Some  of  the  more  difficult  topics  for  many  Friends 
are  discussed  as  well.  These  sections  of  the  working 
paper  should  help  the  Meeting  focus  on  a request  for 
marriage  between  homophiles,  dissolution  of  a homo- 
phile marriage,  and  the  children  of  a homophile 
couple,  with  a better  understanding  of  the  homophile 
perspective.  The  subcommittee  has  also  provided 
discussion  of  membership  and  theology  and  has 
provided  many  useful  references  for  further  informa- 
tion. All  of  these  should  help  the  Meeting  and  indivi- 
dual Friends  better  understand  the  needs  of  homo- 
phile members. 

This  working  paper  is  certainly  not  a panacea 
from  any  point  of  view.  It  can  only  be  a vehicle  for 
facilitating  discussion,  understanding,  and  outreach. 
The  homophile  will  not  find  it  a complete  and 
accurate  statement  of  his  or  her  condition,  the  Meet- 
ing will  not  find  in  it  a clear  guide  for  consensus,  and 
the  individual  Friend  will  not  find  here  enough  to 
resolve  his  own  conflicting  feelings.  Such  is  the  lot  of  a 
working  paper. 

Stratton  Jaquette 
Palo  Alto  Meeting 


When  a Marriage  — 

{continued  from  page  137) 

a divorce  shocks  or  surprises  a Meeting,  the  event  is 
a warning  that  the  sense  of  community  is  weak  or 
the  level  of  awareness  is  inadequate. 

3.  Having  kept  in  touch,  members  must  act 
when  there  is  personal  trouble,  just  as  they  act 
when  a war  threatens.  A dangerous  procedure?  Of 
course.  But  the  alternative  is  a denial  of  spiritual 
fellowship.  One  safeguard  against  wrong  action  is 
personal  closeness;  false  assumptions  are  less  likely. 
Another  safeguard  is  getting  rid  of  preconceptions 
of  what  this  particular  family  should  do  or  be, 
instead  being  eager  for  growth  for  the  individuals 
whether  it  takes  place  within  a renewed  marriage  or 
through  a dissolution. 

Still,  hesitance  in  action  is  wise  in  so  far  as  it 
prevents  giving  specific  advice  or  making  judg- 
ments. The  couple  that  is  “eldered”  with  affirma- 
tions of  the  power  of  love  may  retreat  in  guilt  and 
despair  and  never  resolve  their  problem.  They  may 
divorce  feeling  that  they  are  figuratively  “read  out 
of  Meeting.” 

What  are  the  more  helpful  actions? 

The  comfort  and  support  of  direct  practical  help 
can  always  be  given;  child  care  while  partners  get 
professional  counselling,  a haven  when  the  living 
situation  becomes  unbearable,  a social  outing  away 
from  home  for  each  partner,  children  invited  to  visit 
elsewhere,  assurances  that  the  couple  has  go(xi  legal 
counsel. 

The  more  delicate  help  involves  long  term  ac- 
tions by  the  couple.  They  can  be  cautioned  against 
using  children  as  weapons  or  crutches,  helped  to  be 
solidly  clear  in  decisions,  avoiding  the  temptation  to 
make  a quick  decision  to  avoid  the  pain  of  crisis  or 
prolonged  stress.  They  can  be  helped  to  get  rid  of 
their  fixed  ideas:  “1  must  leave,”  or  “I  can’t  leave,” 
or  “he/she  can’t  leave  me.”  Above  all,  urge  pro- 
fessional counselling  so  the  couple  has  a dispassion- 
ate listener  and  helper. 

The  couple  may  be  reluctant  to  discuss  their 
difficulties.  Still,  the  short  visit,  the  casual  chat  and 
warm  embrace  keeps  the  individual  from  isolation, 
from  losing  perspective,  perhaps  from  destructive 
black  despair.  He  or  she  is  reminded  that  there  is  a 
community  of  love  and  care,  that  there  is  a way 
out,  that  hands  are  waiting  to  help.  Always  the 
helping  Friend  must  prayerfully  distinguish  between 
intrusion  and  concern. 

4.  Friends  might  do  some  research  on  the  g(K)d 
marriages  in  their  Meetings.  What  are  the  factors 
that  make  the  marriage  one  of  mutual  growth?  How 

{continued  on  page  150) 
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have  the  irritants  of  daily  life  been  handled?  Mar- 
riage eommittees  should  utilize  such  information. 

5.  Marriage  committees  can  (some  do)  continue 
their  contact  with  a couple,  counselling  at  regular 
intervals  on  the  fine  art  of  pairing,  helping  detect 
trouble  before  it  overwhelms  the  couple. 

6.  A Committee  for  Divorce  or  Dissolution  can 
be  formed  for  families  considering  such  a step  if 
they  want  that  involvement  of  the  Meeting.  If  the 
dissolution  takes  place,  a formal  Meeting  for  Disso- 
lution can  identify  the  couple’s  new  status  just  as  a 
Memorial  Meeting  helps  one  to  face  the  reality  of  a 
separation  by  death.  Some  Meetings  have  initiated 
such  a practice.  If  a joint  Meeting  is  too  painful 
emotionally,  a small  private  Meeting  for  Worship 
with  each  member  of  the  former  marriage  might 
help  each  to  feel  the  blessing  of  the  Meeting  as  he 
or  she  starts  a new  life. 

7.  Meeting  Membership  can  cause  problems  if 
there  is  bad  feeling  in  the  dissolution,  when  part- 
ners do  not  want  to  continue  in  the  same  circle. 
The  feelings  and  associations  of  both  parties  must 
be  dealt  with  and  a mutual  agreement  made.  Per- 
haps there  will  be  alternating  attendance  for  awhile. 
Perhaps  one  of  the  ex-partners  will  agree  to  seek 
other  associations.  Neither  should  be  forced  out  of  a 
Meeting  because  of  the  personal  situation  at  a time 
when  support  is  so  important. 

8.  When  there  are  children  the  two  way  prob- 
lem becomes  a complex  crystal  of  relationships.  The 
Meeting  can  at  least,  as  a bare  beginning,  urge 
parents  to  focus  on  the  welfare  of  the  child  in 
making  decisions  for  the  child’s  future. 

Beyond  the  practical  help  and  the  sharing  of  the 
pain  of  decision  making,  the  really  significant  help 
the  meeting  gives  is  in  showing  care  and  tenderness 
to  the  troubled  couple.  No  matter  how  dreadfully 
one  or  both  may  have  behaved,  neither  should  feel 
judged  or  misjudged.  Each  can  feel  Friends’  love 
and  readiness  to  help  in  dealing  directly  with  hurt, 
love,  and  hatred.  In  this  emotional  environment  the 
individual  can  test  his  or  her  clearness  unhurriedly. 
In  short.  Friends  can  be  friends. 

The  ideal  Friendly  help  almost  presumes  that 
Friends  are  saints,  after  all.  Failures  and  imperfect 
attempts  to  help  occur.  Failure  simply  means  the 
Meeting  needs  to  learn  more.  The  next  troubled 
couple  may  then  find  a way  of  life  that  allows  each 
of  the  partners  and  the  children  to  thrive,  not  mere- 
ly to  endure. 

Vanita  Meyer 
Berkeley 


News  from  the  Meetings 

The  librarian  of  Eugene  Meeting  suggests  that 
this  column  might  afford  opportunity  for  meetings  to 
share  surplus  library  holdings.  For  example,  Eugene 
has  some  duplicate  Pendle  Hill  Pamphlets  it  would 
like  to  exchange  for  other  numbers  it  lacks.  It  also  has 
some  back  files  of  Friends  Journal  (Philadelphia)  to 
1969  which  it  would  give  to  meetings,  individuals,  or 
libraries.  Address  correspondence  to:  Edward  P. 
Thatcher,  1812  Villard  St.,  Eugene,  OR  97403. 

Guatemala  Friends  Worship  Group  (under  the 
care  of  Mexico  City  Meeting)  [unfortunately  not  listed 
in  the  roster  of  meetings  published  in  the  December 
1974  Bulletin]  is  eager  for  contact  with  visiting 
Friends.  Convenors  are  Martin  and  Berta  Alvarado, 
7a  Av.  16-22,  Zona  12  (Home  phone  460674 
[Spanish-speaking  only])  and  Tom  and  Trudie  Hunt, 
Apartado  Postal  29-C  (Business  phone  690791). 
Meeting  time:  4th  Sundays,  10:30  a.m.  Visiting 
Friends  are  invited  not  only  to  phone  but  also  to  join 
in  worship. 

Birth:  To  Jo  Ann  and  Phil  Adams  of  Redlands,  a 
daughter,  Amy  Elizabeth,  on  March  9. 

Marriage:  Osa  Jean  Thatcher,  formerly  of  Eugene, 
to  D.  Russell  George,  at  Victoria,  B.C.,  Canada,  in  a 
civil’ ceremony  on  April  1.  Both  are  now  resident 
landed  immigrants  in  Canada. 


Report  on  Arizona  Half-Yearly  Meeting 

Tempe  Meeting  acted  as  hosts  for  the  20th  session 
of  Arizona  Half-Yearly  Meeting  the  first  weekend  in 
March  at  the  Lutheran  Campus  Center.  About  80 
Friends  and  their  guests  attended.  Jennifer  Haines, 
Coordinator  of  Right  Sharing  of  World  Resources, 
Friends  World  Committee,  shared  a wealth  of  infor- 
mation on  “simple  living’’  and  “sharing”  programs 
and  helped  us  understand  some  of  the  causes  of  star- 
vation. Kelly  Peckham  from  the  Pasadena  Office  of 
American  Friends  Service  Committee  discussed 
AFSC  concerns  and  showed  slides  on  AFSC  program 
activities  at  home  and  abroad.  During  the  afternoon 
the  children,  under  the  direction  of  Carl  Wallen  of 
Tempe  Meeting,  produced  a video-tape  that  was 
shown  in  the  evening.  Worship,  business,  inspiration, 
and  fellowship  filled  our  hours  together. 


Reported  by  Olive  Goodykoontz 
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Letters 

Fishing 

At  our  last  quarterly  meeting  I convened  a dis- 
cussion group  on  a Pendle  Hill  of  the  West  and  we 
decided  to  begin  a round  robin  letter,  thinking  out 
together  how  such  a project  could  come  to  pass. 
Perhaps  our  editor  would  print  your  letters  if  other 
Bulletin  readers  would  join  in  such  a letter.  We 
need  more  continuity  in  our  thinking.  We  go  home 
from  such  quarterly  and  yearly  meetings  in  a daze 
of  glory.  Why  must  this  glory  pass?  Read  again 
“The  Blessed  Community”  in  Thomas  Kelly’s 
“Testament  of  Devotion’’.  Is  this  the  “Pearl  of 
Great  Price”? 

We  pray  daily,  “Thy  Kingdom  come.  Thy  Will 
be  done,  on  earth  as  it  is  in  Heaven.”  How  will  this 
Kingdom  come?  By  some  great  political  upheaval 
after  a Battle  of  Armageddon?  Or  by  the  planting 
of  hundreds  of  Blessed  Communities,  which  will 
grow  until  they  touch  one  another?  “If  I be  lifted 
up  I will  draw  all  men  unto  me”. 

Where  shall  we  start?  Read  Walter  B.  Pitkin’s 
“Chance  of  a Lifetime”  (also  his  “Life  Begins  at 
Forty”).  There  are  thousands  of  almost  ideal  places 
to  live  — but  no  way  to  “make  a living”  in  that 
locale.  So  let’s  make  a way.  Hundreds  of  manufac- 
turers are  looking  for  a small  town  made  up  of  the 
right  people.  In  the  meantime  let’s  all  learn  the 
survival  skills  (in  our  spare  tme,  while  we  follow  our 
present  trades  and  professions  in  our  own  Sodom  or 
Gomorrah).  Then  let  us  flee  as  Lot  did.  You  take  it 
from  here,  as  our  editor  has  set  a two  hundred 
word  limit,  like  a two  hundred  mile  limit  on  my 
fishing  for  men. 

Charles  Rollit  Coe 
University  Friends  Meeting 


PYM  Interest  ar 

1.  Requests  for  Interest  and  Sharing  Groups 
should  come  through  Monthly  Meetings,  Re- 
gional Meetings,  Yearly  Meeting  Committees 
(including  Executive  and  Representative  Com- 
mittees), or  from  action  minutes  of  Yearly 
Meeting.  Individuals  should  work  through 
these  designated  Meetings  or  Committees  to 
make  their  requests. 

2.  The  Agenda  Review  Committee  is  designated 
to  review  all  Interest  and  Sharing  Group  re- 
quests. Deadline  for  mailing  such  requests  to 
the  Assistant  Clerk,  David  Tappan,  is  July  31. 
Requests  mailed  after  July  31  will  not  be  re- 
viewed by  Agenda  Review  Committee,  and 
scheduling  and  room  allocation  for  such  re- 


“Inactive” 

This  is  in  response  to  the  March  issue  on  member- 
ship. Do  Friends  really  feel  that  “inactives”  lack 
interest  or  effort  toward  a more  spiritual  life? 

Some  years  ago  we  joined  a small  meeting  as 
convinced  Quakers.  We  felt  strongly  about  our 
commitment  and  responsibility.  The  meeting  gave  us 
great  support  in  times  of  need,  and  I like  to  think  we 
added  also  to  the  lives  of  those  around  us.  Then  the 
meeting  began  to  change  as  property  was  acquired, 
with  more  concern  about  “image”  and  less  depen- 
dence on  the  Inward  Light,  which  has  sometimes  a 
disconcerting  way  of  counseling  patience  and  waiting 
for  clearness  on  what  problems  are.  When  we  tried  to 
speak  our  concern  on  what  was  happening  to  the 
spirit  between  people,  we  were  rebuffed.  Returning 
from  what  was  a deep  and  renewing  experience  at 
yearly  meeting,  my  husband  was  eldered  for  trying  to 
express  it.  We  continued  to  attend  and  be  involved, 
but  eventually  we  found  we  did  not  have  the  personal 
strength  to  go  on  trying  to  be  a part  of  the  meeting. 
Later  we  moved  from  that  area. 

The  annual  letter  we  receive  asks  if  we  wish  to 
remain  members  or  would  withdraw.  I can  under- 
stand the  meeting’s  wishing  to  “prune”  their  rolls 
because  of  expense  and  would  not  be  upset  if  they 
removed  our  names.  But  I am  still  a Quaker.  I joined 
because  of  beliefs  I held  in  common  with  a communi- 
ty, and  I am  not  ready  to  withdraw  these  beliefs.  It  is 
harder  to  be  a Friend  without  a community  of  the 
meeting.  To  be  asked  to  request  removal  is  in  my 
conscience  equal  to  being  asked  to  recant!  For  my 
husband  and  for  me,  membership  was  not  and  is  not 
“meaningless.” 

[Name  withheld  by  request] 


Sharing  Groups 

quests  will  have  to  be  arranged  by  the  per- 
sons sponsoring  such  interest  or  sharing 
groups.  Friends  will  be  informed  of  these 
meetings  by  announcements  in  the  daily  bul- 
letin, notices  posted  on  bulletin  boards. 

3.  In  order  to  educate  ourselves  more  effectively, 
each  Interest  or  Sharing  Group  is  requested 
to  prepare  a half-page  minute  summarizing 
its  discussions.  These  minutes  may  be  in- 
cluded with  the  minutes  of  PYM  or  be  pub- 
lished in  the  Friends  Bulletin. 

4.  The  form  overleaf  may  be  detached  and  used 
in  making  Interest  or  Sharing  Group  requests 
per  the  instructions  outlined  in  (1)  above. 
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Letters  continued 

Sophomoric 

The  April  issue  of  the  Bulletin  is  an  encourag- 
ing start  for  Friends  to  deal  with  a serious  issue. 
However,  I find  George  Povey,  M.D.,  sophomoric. 
Page  116  is  a waste  of  space.  It  takes  one  back  to 
H.G.  Wells  and  Will  Durant,  who  knew  it  all,  too. 
Laplace  had  a hypothesis:  Povey  was  there,  unlike 
Job. 

Fm  fascinated  by  our  three  choices.  On  p.  110, 
we  are  6%  consuming  60%:  on  p.  115,  5%  con- 
suming 35%;  and  on  p.  117,  6%  consuming  40%. 
I’m  sure  the  editor’s  keen  eye  saw  the  discrepancies. 
What  did  his  keen  mind  want  us  to  conclude? 

Madge  T.  Seaver,  San  Francisco 

(The  editor’s  keen  eye  noted  the  discrepancies,  and 
his  keen  mind  expected  readers  to  pick  up  an 
element  of  confusion  in  our  authors’  glib  quotation 
of  unreliable  statistics.  At  least  one  did.  —Ed.) 
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THOMAS  COATS 

In  May,  1975,  the  Palo  Alto  chapter  of  Woman’s 
International  League  for  Peace  and  Freedom 
arranged  a permanent  memorial  to  Tom  Coats, 
young  peace  activist  who  accidentally  drowned  March 
1 in  Delaware.  The  memorial,  a collection  of  his  and 
other  peace-related  books,  is  a gift  to  the  library  of 
the  high  school  he  had  attended.  Tom  is  well  remem- 
bered at  Palo  Alto'Meeting  for  being  the  first  young 
man  to  ask  the  Meeting  to  put  into  effect  its  Minute  of 
Complicity  by  accepting  his  draft  card.  A special 


he  handed  his  draft  card  to  the  clerk  for  forwarding  to 
appropriate  authorities,  together  with  a letter  that 
summarized  his  reasons  for  resisting  conscription  and 
militarism.  He  was  given  CO  status.  He  worked  with 
the  War  Resisters  International  in  London  for  a year 
and  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  active  in 
Philadelphia  with  the  Movement  for  a New  Society. 


called  meeting  was  held  on  his  behalf  m November, 

1970,  and  a crowd  of  150  persons  filled  the  Meeting 
House.  It  was  a moving  and  a solemn  occasion  when 

CLIP  HERE 

INTEREST  AND  SHARING  GROUP  REQUEST  FORM 


Name  of  Meeting  or  PYM  Committee  Number  of  days  group  will  meet: 

making  request: 

Name,  address  and  telephone  number  (with 

Subject  matter  and  title  requested  for  area  code)  of  Friend  making  the  request, 
group:  — — 


Name  of  Convenor  for  group: 

Specific  requests  for  space(how  large  a 
room  needed?): 


Specific  requests  for  equipment: 

Tables: Chairs: 

Audio-Visual:  

Other: 


Mail  this  form  to 

David  Tappan,  Assistant  Clerk, 

1938  Rose  Villa  St., 

Pasadena,  CA  91107  by  July  31 . 


